THE   REBUILDING   OF   LONDON
had been garden before the Fire, Newgate Market should
have been a perfect example, yet it miserably failed to answer
the City's expectations.  Rentable values did not rise substan-
tially and, in the end, compensation had to be paid.   Princes
Street was much the same.  In one of the best parts of the city,
and yet close to the open walks of Moorfields, it should have
provided valuable frontages, but the jury which valued them
declared that 'upon the whole the . . . ground is not improved
by the opening of the . . . streete'.1   The idea, however, was
not wholly unfruitful and the City did not give up the attempt
to enforce it.  The surveyors were instructed to keep records
of sites which, by widenings, had been brought forward on to
the streets,2 and undertakings were obtained from those to
whom compensation was  paid that any sum awarded for
melioration should be paid back.  The juries always took im-
provement into account, and it appears in their awards in
various forms as deduction from the compensation given.  An
exact figure is not given, but the formula runs 'respecting the
Melioracon and Improvement of the remaining ground and
buildings doe assesse damages at . . .', or, more simply, the
award is made, 'free of melioracon'.   In actual practice, there
were not a great many instances in which it could be claimed.
Ordinary street widenings did not produce an assessable im-
provement, and it was only where a back house had been
brought forward on to the street, or new frontages had been
made, that the principle could* be applied.   In such cases the
committee definitely conducted its negotiations on the basis
that money was due to the City as well as to the owner of the
ground taken away.  In Amhurst's case, they went so far as to
assert that the two balanced, and Pepys quotes a story of a
similar instance in King Street,8 though with the distinction
1 February 6th, 1677 - Repert., 82, f. 76.            2 C.L.M., f. 75.
3 Diary, December 3rd, 1667. The date is important. Optimism about the future
of rents in the city was then still common and Pepys's informant, Sir Richard Ford,
followed up his story about King Street by declaring that other, unspecified places
had benefited from improvements to such an extent that values of fourpence a foot had
risen to fifteen shillings. Though the second figure included buildings, it still showed
a multiplier of about fifteen.
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